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REMARKS 

Reconsideration of the present application is respectfully requested. 

The drawings have been objected to under 37 CFR 1.83(a) for failing to show every 
feature of the invention specified in the claims. More specifically, the Examiner has alleged that 
the drawings fail to show the capacitor connected in parallel with the noise suppressing coils as 
recited in claims 6 and 7. For the reasons discussed below, the drawings now comply with the 
requirements of 37 CFR 1.83(a). 

Applicant has amended claims 6 and 7 to recite the novel embodiment disclosed, for 
example, on pg, 15, lines 24 - 25 in which the capacitor is connected across the external pins 19a 
and 19b, each of which has a respective coil 20a, 20b. This feature is clearly shown in FIG. 19. 

Therefore, because FIG. 19 clearly shows the capacitor as recited in amended claim 6 and 
7, it is respectfully requested that the objection to the drawings under 37 CFR 1.83(a) be 
withdrawn. 

Applicant would like to point out that claims 6 and 7 were amended in response to an 
outstanding objection to the drawings and not due to a substantial reason related to patentability 
or any other reason that might give rise to estoppel. Therefore, the amendments to claims 6 and 
7 have not narrowed the scope of these claims within the meaning defined in Festo Corp. v. 
Shoketsu Kinzoku Kogyo Kabushiki Co. , 535 U.S. , (2002). 

Claims 1 and 5 have been amended for cosmetic purposes. Claims 1 and 5 were not 
amended in response to any outstanding rejections or for a substantial reason related to 
patentability. Therefore, the amendments to claims 1 and 5 have not narrowed the scope of these 
claims within the meaning defined in Festo . Id. 
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Claims 1 - 4, 6 - 12 and 18 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Japanese Patent Application No. 6-9355 (JP/355) in view of U.S. Patent No. 
6,078,117 to Perin et al. (Perin) and U.S. Patent No. 4,920,289 to Saito. This rejection is 
respectfully traversed. 

Claim 1 recites the novel embodiment disclosed, for example, on pgs. 5 - 7 in which a 
DC motor includes a rotor 8, an armature coil, a cylindrical motor case 1 made of a conductive 
metal member, a brush spring 31, a terminal 12b for grounding the motor case 1, and a shaft 9 
with a front end 9a extending from the case 1. Bearings 5, 7 rotatably support the shaft and a 
magnetic core 10a and permanent magnets 3 bring the shaft 9 in contact with the inside surface 
of the cover 2 under pressure. 

In comparison, JP/355 discloses a structure that includes a pair of metal bearings 2, 3 that 
rotatably support a shaft 1. A bottom portion 2a of bearing 2 is in contact with an end surface 
5D of a yoke plate 5, which provides grounding. However, JP/355 fails to disclose means for 
pressing a conductive member between the shaft 1 and a case. 

The Examiner has alleged that the end surface 5D of the yoke plate 5 discloses means for 
pressing the conductive member between the shaft and the case. Applicant traverses this 
allegation. 

Although the end surface 5D of the yoke plate 5 provides grounding, the end surface 5D 
provides no pressing operation. Rather, the yoke plate 5 fails to properly maintain the shaft 1. 
This is because, as shown in FIG. 1 of JP/355, the diameter of the through-hole 5B provided in 
the yoke plate 5 is larger than the diameter of the shaft 1. Therefore, although the metal bearing 
2 electrically connects the yoke plate 5 and the shaft 1, this connection may be broken during 
shaft vibration in the radial direction. A broken connection will lead to electromagnetic noise 
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being radiated from the outer end of the shaft 1 , which can alter the operation of other electrical 
devices. 

A prima facie case of obviousness is rebutted by proof of unexpected or superior results. 
(See MPEP 2144.09 Aug, 2001). A means for pressing a conductive member between the shaft 
9 and the case 1 leads to the unexpected results of preventing electromagnetic noise from being 
radiated from the shaft 9 as discussed above. 

In addition, it is not clear from the Examiner's office action which element of JP/355 that 
he contends is the conductive member. Applicant respectfully requests that the Examiner detail 
which of the elements of JP/355 he alleges is the conductive member if he decides to maintain 
the present rejection. 

Therefore, because JP/355 fails to disclose or teach of a means for pressing a conductive 
member between the shaft 1 and a case, and because of the unexpected superior results discussed 
above, it is respectfully requested that the rejection of claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) be 
withdrawn. 

Claims 2 - 4, 6 - 12 and 18 depend from claim 1. Therefore, the rejection of these claims 
should be withdrawn for the above-mentioned reasons with respect to claim 1 . 

The Examiner has objected to claims 5 and 13 - 17 as being dependent upon a rejected 
base claim. Applicant respectfully requests that this objection be withdrawn because of the 
above-mentioned remarks with respect to claim 1. 

X^New claim 19 is presented for examination. This claim recites features that further 
distinguish Applicant's invention from the art of record. Support for this claim can be found on, 
for example, pgs. 5 - 7 of the specification. 
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In view of the above amendments and remarks, the present application is now believed to 
be in condition for allowance. A prompt notice to that effect is respectfully requested. 



DGP/ksc 

Law Offices of David G. Posz 
2000 L Street, NW 
Suite 200 

Washington, DC 20036 
(202)416-1638 
Customer No. 23400 



Respectfully submitted, 
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